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From: Zimpfer, Amy
To: Kurpius, Meredith; valano.dena@epa.gov; Steckel, Andrew
Subject: FW: Letter to Mr. Blumenfeld
Date: Friday, April 17, 2015 4:33:49 PM
Attachments: 2nd EPA Letter.docx


Amy Zimpfer, Associate Director
Air Division, USEPA, Region 9
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, CA 94105
zimpfer.amy@epa.gov  +1.415.947.4146
________________________________________
From: Lakin, Matt
Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 2015 5:10 PM
To: Jordan, Deborah; Zimpfer, Amy; LEVIN, NANCY
Cc: Drake, Kerry
Subject: FW: Letter to Mr. Blumenfeld


FYI


_________________________________
Matthew Lakin, Ph.D.
Manager, Air Planning Office
US EPA, Region 9 (AIR-2) | 75 Hawthorne St. | San Francisco, CA 94105
P: 415.972.3851 | E: Lakin.Matthew@epa.gov


From: rachelle toti [mailto:rachelletoti@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 2015 5:00 PM
To: Lakin, Matt
Subject: Letter to Mr. Blumenfeld


See below
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April 15, 2015








 Mr. Jared Blumenfeld 


Administrator E.P.A. Region 9 


Environmental Protection Agency


75 Hawthorne Street 


San Francisco, Ca. 94105 








Dear Mr. Blumenfeld,


 


It has been almost two years since Concerned Citizens for Clean Air contacted you regarding PM 10 pollution in the southern portion of San Luis Obispo County. Our 2013 letter is attached. In 2012 the county had 3 federal exceedances; now we have had 7or 8 federal exceedances averaged over a three- year period, plus PM 2.5 exceedances. The health impacts to the residents of the Nipomo Mesa are serious. We have neighbors and acquaintances, many of them seniors, with new cases of asthma or COPD, a spot on their lung, and worsening of respiratory ailments, etc. There are three schools in the path of the dust plume. Of course you know that fine particulate matter is of particular concern to seniors and children. 





Monitors on the Mesa, both at the CDF monitor at Willow Road and further south at Mesa 2, routinely measure hourly readings of 400, 500 and 600 micrograms during the wind episodes. In fact, the area around the CDF monitor had the distinction of registering the highest level of PM 2.5 in the nation for a time two weeks ago. In short, we now have the distinction of being one of the dirtiest places in the United States.  And what makes our air pollution problem worse and somewhat unique is that the spikes in particulate matter come in the middle of the day (between 10 a.m. and 6 p.m.) when the people of our coastal community are outside enjoying life on the Central Coast. Because of the high levels of particulate matter, we and our children often receive warnings from our APCD to stay indoors or leave the Mesa altogether to avoid exposure. CCCA has patiently waited for the local agency to implement Dust Rule 1001, but that has not been accomplished as hoped.  In fact, a recent Appeals Court decision calls into question whether the APCD has the authority to regulate this pollution source at all. It is time for the U.S. EPA to step in and designate the South County a non-attainment area for particulate matter (PM 10 and PM 2.5). 
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Rule 1001 is well- intentioned but has unforeseen loopholes and unintended consequences such as the need for a Special Master to resolve disputes. The EPA has experience in similar fugitive dust situations and may be able to advise the San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District on better approaches. Our air pollution is basically the result of two processes: 1) wind erosion and 2) disturbed land or soil. In areas that are not disturbed, even though there are sand dunes and wind, very little PM 10 or 2.5 is emitted. In the OHV Park, the dunes have been disturbed by riding so that even a little wind entrains the dust particles. In an agricultural or construction setting, a fugitive dust control plan would be required. We need a similar plan here. 





In his 2013 letter, Mr. Lakin mentioned several approaches for dealing with air pollution in areas that violate ambient air quality standards, including working with the air district to ensure existing rules are properly implemented and enforced and requiring new pollution control measures.   It is our understanding that Mr. Lakin has been following the implementation of the Dust Rule 1001 and has been in contact with the local APCD Executive Director Larry Allen. We appreciate this support, but given the very serious nature of the health threat that we face and the lack of progress on the part of the County, we feel it is time for the EPA to designate the area non-attainment and impose requirements on the County and State Parks that will bring real progress.





The lack of progress in the implementation of Rule 1001 has been very frustrating. For example, in 2013 the implementation timeline for Rule 1001 was adjusted for almost all milestones up to 15 months (see attached chart).  None of those milestones were met, and now extensions of the extensions are a possibility. 





May 31, 2015 is the date for compliance with the Rule. However, that will probably not happen as the control monitor that is necessary to determine levels exceeding background PM is not yet in place. Other examples of the lack of progress on implementation include: 





1.Compliance milestones established in 2011 and extended in 2013 for up to 15 months have not been met to date. 





2. No Notices of Violation have been issued for the most egregious failures. 





3. The control monitor that should be in place now to measure background PM levels has been postponed from last October to a projected date of the “end of May”. Really? How hard is it to get a control monitor in place, when you have over a year to do so? 





4. The “Dust Control Project” Notice of Preparation initially released in Dec. 2012 was rewritten and re-released in Feb. 2015. Like the first one, it is inadequate and non-compliant with the Rule 1001 requirement for a Particulate Matter Reduction Plan. See attached response letter from the APCD. 
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5. The APCD is embroiled in two Dust Rule lawsuits with an off-highway vehicle advocacy group. The result is an incentive to delay compliance with the Rule in the hopes that it will be weakened or voided. 





6. A very small temporary mitigation project was implemented in 2014.  Fifteen acres of wind fences were installed for three months on the La Grande tract.  It was quickly buried and had no noticeable effect on PM readings. The OHV Division, with APCD and CARB approval, has now installed 30 or 40 acres of wind fences (again temporarily) further south and east (closer to the CDF Monitor) for 2015. 		


This and additional hay bales in the non-riding area, all placed in front of the CDF monitor  constitutes a repeat of the 2014 project.  Rather than addressing the scope of the problem, they are trying to lower the readings at just this monitor to prevent new federal exceedances. This is not the intent of the Rule 1001 provisions. It is unknown why the APCO even agreed to this again. 





7. CCCA has requested and been denied additional monitors for our neighborhoods to provide accurate readings of our PM 10 and 2.5 exposure.  In the event that the fences and bales redirect the wind and divert the pollution away from the monitor and into our neighborhoods, an additional monitor is needed to assess this. The APCD has the monitor and an appropriate site is available, but the APCO states he has no budget to pay a technician to check on the monitor once or twice a week. So like last year, the comparative data will be lost.


 


8. The area continues to be in non-attainment despite three years of Rule implementation. 





There is an on-going public health concern on the Nipomo Mesa that must be addressed.  Both the state and federal health standards for particulate matter are being violated repeatedly.  Mid-day (when outdoor exposure is most likely) hourly particulate readings regularly exceed the 24- hour average by 2 to 10 times. This is not a seasonal or event driven problem. High levels of particulate are measured year round.  Further, it seems that the spikes in particulate levels are difficult to predict accurately.  For example Saturday April 4th, was forecast to be an AQI of 72, moderate.  It turned out to be a day with a 24 hour average reading of 154 micrograms, exceeding the federal standard.  Eight of the 24 hours of readings were over 150 micrograms, and only 4 hours of the day were below 50 micrograms.


 


Concerned Citizens for Clean Air would like the U.S. EPA to be involved in the resolution of our air pollution problem. We feel that the APCD is overwhelmed by the problem and out- matched by the OHV Division.  As a result, the non-attainment designation is necessary in order for us to ever get relief from the air pollution.  As average citizens, we wonder why the Environmental Protection Agency would not be re-designating the area immediately given the readings recorded.  Even Airnow.org has shown our area as “Very Unhealthy” while the rest of California is good or moderate on some days this month. 





Beyond designating the area as non-attainment, your involvement in other areas could be very helpful: providing guidance and review/comments on the Dust Rule 1001; technical evaluation of the scope and approaches used in the mitigation plan; recommending new pollution control measures; attending meetings and phone conferences with CARB, APCD and State Parks OHV Division to work closely with them.  CCCA has requested a monitor to verify the levels of exposure on the Mesa. Please do what you 
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can to get a monitor in place.  Any other options that would prompt movement by these agencies would be welcomed by us. 				





We look forward to hearing from you and hope that the EPA can bring more of its resources to bear on this severe air pollution problem that continues to adversely affect residents.





Sincerely, 











Rachelle Toti and Arlene Versaw 


Concerned Citizens for Clean Air








Enclosures:	May 9, 2013 Letter


		Timeline Adjustments


		 APCD NOP Response Letter








Cc:  Matt, Lakin  


        Larry Allen, San Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control District





































































































































